Application Serial No.: 10/675,793 
Amendment and Response to March 23, 2006 Non-Final Office Action 

REMARKS 

Upon entry of this Response, claims 1, 13, 16, 19, and 22 will be amended and claims 9, 
11-12, and 21 will be canceled. No new matter has been added. Reconsideration and further 
examination are respectfully requested. 

Claim 1 as amended recites limitations similar to those found in previously pending claim 
9, which was rejected under 35 USC 103 as being anticipated by Hwang, U.S. Patent No. 
5,714,873 ("Hwang") in view of Menezes et al, U.S. Patent No. 6,845,456 ("Menezes") and 
further in view of Gebara et al., U.S. Patent No. 6,035,407 ("Gebara"). 

In rejecting claims under 35 U.S.C. § 103, the Examiner bears the initial burden of 
presenting a prima facie case of obviousness using evidence that would have led one of ordinary 
skill in the art to arrive at the claimed invention. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 1074, 5 
USPQ2dl596, 1598 (Fed. Cir. 1988). Moreover, the evidence must be clear and particular. A 
broad conclusory statement regarding the obviousness of modifying a reference, standing alone, 
does not suffice. 

Hwang discloses a circuit that adjusts normal power to a processor (e.g., as opposed to a 
low-power state processor voltage). 

Menezes discloses that BIOS software can be used to adjust a low-power state processor 
voltage. 

Gebara discloses that a CPU may select its own offset voltage value. 

According to the Office Action, it would have been obvious to combine Hwang and 
Menezes "in order to ensure that the proper operating voltage is supplied to the processor in all 
power modes" (Office Action, page 3). 

Moreover, according to the Office Action, it would have been obvious to add the 
teachings of Gebara because the use of "offset values to adjust a supply voltage is well known in 
the art." 

Applicants respectfully do not understand this reasoning. The teaching or suggestion to 
make the claimed combination must be found in the prior art, and not based on the Applicant's 
disclosure. In re Vaeck, 947 F.2d 488, 20 USPQ2d 1438 (Fed. Cir. 1991). "To support the 
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conclusion that the claimed invention is directed to obvious subject matter, either the references 
must expressly or impliedly suggest the claimed invention or the examiner must present a 
convincing line of reasoning as to why the artisan would have found the claimed invention to 
have been obvious in light of the teachings of the references." Ex parte Clapp, 227 USPQ 972, 
973 (Bd. Pat. App. & Inter. 1985). The fact that references can potentially be modified does not 
render the resultant combination obvious unless the prior art also suggests the desirability of the 
combination. MPEP 2143.01. 

The absence of any motivation in the prior art (and the lack of a convincing line of 
reasoning) to combine these references in the way the subject matter is claimed indicates that the 
Examiner has simply recognized a benefit provided by the present invention, and then used that 
benefit as a motivation to combine the references - the essence of impermissible hindsight 
reconstruction. 

Because there is no teaching or suggestion to modify the references in this way, a prima 
facie case of obviousness has not been established, and Applicant respectfully requests 
reconsideration of these rejections. 

Applicant notes that claim 17 has not been amended. Claim 17 stands rejected under 35 
USC 103 as being anticipated by Hwang in view of Menezes because "transistor switches are 
well known in the art." Applicant respectfully requests consideration of this rejection. Claim 17 
recites a particular design of a circuit, the specific elements of which were are not addressed by 
the Office Action. 

To the extent the Office Action relies upon Official Notice, Applicant requests that the 
Examiner provide suitable evidence in support of it. 

Applicant's silence with respect to other statements in the Office Action (e.g., regarding 
various dependent claims) does not imply agreement with those statements. 
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CONCLUSION 

Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests allowance of the pending claims. If any 
issues remain, or if the Examiner has any further suggestions for expediting allowance of the 
present application, the Examiner is kindly invited to contact the undersigned via telephone at 
(203)972-0191. 



May 23. 2006 
Date 



Respectfully submitted, 




Patrick J. Buckley 
Registration No. 40,928 
Buckley, Maschoff & Talwalkar LLC 
Attorneys for Intel Corporation 
Five Elm Street 
New Canaan, CT 06840 
(203) 972-0191 
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